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Examining the Overlap:  
Individual Performance Benefits of Multiplex Relationships 
 
 
Abstract 
 
 
Scholars have long been aware of the advantages of social capital to individual performance. It 
remains unclear whether these advantages reflect the effects of relationships in which people 
discuss only work-related issues, or whether they are attributable to the effects of multiplex 
relationships, in which people discuss work-related and non-work-related issues. To investigate 
this question, we conducted two studies using network analysis, a cross-sectional study of 
specialty bank employees and a longitudinal study of middle managers enrolled in an MBA 
course. Multiplex relationships consistently predicted performance advantages in both samples, 
while work-focused ties that excluded a social dimension did not. Further, when individuals 
maintained too many multiplex relationships, performance returns diminished. These findings 
demonstrate that the network literature may benefit from greater specificity on relational content 
and more attention to the consequences of overlapping networks, in the form of multiplex ties.  
 
Keywords: multiplex, social networks, social capital, network theory, individual performance   
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Examining the Overlap:  
Individual Performance Benefits of Multiplex Relationships 
Getting things done in today’s organizations requires employees to interact through the 
social networks in their workplace (Brass, Galaskiewicz, Greve, & Tsai, 2004; Carpenter, Li, & 
Jiang, 2012). Having many work-focused relationships, which confer work-related information 
and advice, is associated with better job performance (e.g., Cross & Cummings, 2004; Mehra, 
Kilduff, & Brass, 2001; Sparrowe, Liden, Wayne, & Kraimer, 2001). Therefore, the predominant 
perspective of network research attributes performance advantages to work-focused discussions.  
This perspective may be overly simplistic, however, as some workplace relationships are 
composed of both work information exchanges and exchanges of social or non-work-related 
information. Combining work and social elements in multiplex relationships may play an 
essential role in how people exchange resources and maintain relationships. More specifically, 
such relationships provide people with social capital, defined as “the goodwill available to 
individuals and groups, where goodwill refers to ‘a kind, helpful or friendly feeling or attitude’” 
Kwon & Adler (2014, p. 412). This goodwill, derived from the norms, trust, and motivations that 
characterize the social element of relationships, can activate resource sharing, engender 
reciprocity, and confer reputation (Adler & Kwon, 2002; Kwon & Adler, 2014). Accordingly, 
multiplex relationships that combine work and social foci may, through the goodwill inherent in 
the social component, enhance the flow of resources. However, the time, attention, and 
obligatory reciprocity in these relationships may present relatively higher costs of maintenance in 
comparison to relationships that are uniplex, i.e., not combined. These benefits and costs of 
combined relationships suggest a need to revisit the current perspective on how networks affect 
performance. 
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Organizational network theory has largely overlooked the theoretical and operational 
consequences of multiplex work-social relationships (Ingram & Zou, 2008; Kuwabara, Sheldon, 
& Luo, 2010; Methot, LePine, Podsakoff, & Christian, 2015). The literature tends to identify 
networks as either work-focused or socially focused, ignoring overlap between these networks 
(i.e., multiplex relationships). Multiplex relationships differ from uniplex socially focused 
relationships, which may encompass a range of non-work-related communications on subjects as 
diverse as entertainment, sports, gossip, and personal issues. Multiplex relationships are also 
distinct from uniplex work-focused relationships, which include those ties in which people 
discuss task/job-related knowledge and ideas. The latter tend to be the most common type of 
relationships in the workplace (Albrecht & Ropp, 1984; Kram & Isabella, 1985). Importantly, 
previous research indicates that people are able to identify the type(s) of interactions that 
characterize their relationships (e.g., Albrecht & Ropp, 1984; Kram & Isabella, 1985) such that 
uniplex and multiplex relationships are communicatively distinct even though few ties in the 
workplace may be exclusively composed of either work or socially focused interactions. 
Drawing from the existing evidence, it is impossible to differentiate how uniplex and 
multiplex relationships relate to work performance for two reasons. First, although research 
indicates having many work-focused relationships (i.e., centrality in the work-focused network) 
has performance benefits (Baldwin, Bedell, & Johnson, 1997; Cross & Cummings, 2004; 
Sparrowe et al., 2001), results are mixed for centrality in the socially focused network, as 
discussion of nonwork issues with many others could confer social support or could detract 
cognitive resources away from work activities (e.g., Baldwin et al., 1997; Cho, Gay, Davidson, 
& Ingraffea, 2007; Mehra, et al., 2001; Šašovová, 2006). As a result, deducing the implications 
of multiplex relationships from existing literature leads to performance predictions that are at 
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best ambiguous and at worst, contradictory. Second, because research tends to confound 
multiplex ties with uniplex work and socially focused ones we cannot determine if results 
actually reflect the effects of work-focused or socially focused relationships alone or if they are 
due to the unobserved multiplex ties instead.  
This study examines whether and how multiplex relationships may be associated with 
performance differently from uniplex relationships, building on social capital research. We 
contribute to the burgeoning research discussion aimed at shifting the network paradigm from a 
current simplified, one-dimensional view of how workplace ties affect individual performance to 
a more accurate understanding of the consequences that derive from multiplex types of 
workplace relationships. 
Theoretical Background and Hypotheses Development 
Most network research, including that focused on work performance, addresses work-
focused networks separately from socially focused networks (e.g., Baldwin et al., 1997; Kilduff 
& Krackhardt, 1994; Sparrowe et al., 2001). These studies associate outcomes with one type of 
tie at a time—by conceptually and empirically examining work-focused ties separately from 
socially focused ties, and therefore disregarding multiplexity. Accounting for multiplexity 
provides new theoretical and empirical interpretations that differ from this predominant view in 
the literature. To demonstrate these effects, we first establish a baseline consistency with existing 
research by presenting two hypotheses of work and socially focused network ties that do not 
distinguish multiplex relationships from uniplex ones. 
Network Ties and Individual Performance 
Work-focused relationships Network theorists attribute the performance consequences 
of a central position in work-focused networks to resource access that helps individuals complete 
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day-to-day tasks (Sparrowe et al., 2001), to expertise that promotes his or her reputation 
(Wasserman & Faust, 1994), and to learning that occurs when helping others with their work 
problems (Shah, Cross & Levin, 2015). This elevated status also implies a higher likelihood of 
being connected to other central people who have obtained valuable information in the same way 
(Ahuja, Galletta & Carley, 2003). Central individuals may also gain psychological benefits, such 
as increased self-confidence, from being highly-utilized sources of work information (Blau, 
1964). Increased information access reduces uncertainty, which decreases performance-
inhibiting stress (Kramer, 1996). Consistent with existing research that does not differentiate 
uniplex work-focused ties and multiplex ones, we hypothesize:  
H1: The number of work-focused relationships in an individual’s workplace network is 
positively related to that individual’s performance. 
 
Socially focused relationships. Scholars find mixed empirical results for the 
performance effects of socially focused ties, characterized often as “friendship ties.” Some find 
no direct effects of these relationships, and suggest that non-work- or non-task-related 
interactions may take time and attention away from work (Baldwin et al., 1997; Kilduff & 
Krackhardt, 1994; Roberts & O’Reilly, 1979; Yang & Tang, 2003). Such relationships require 
significant maintenance costs, including time, effort and energy (Methot et al., 2015), that may 
counteract their benefits. However, other research finds performance benefits associated with 
socially-focused ties (Cho et al., 2007; Šašovová, 2006; Brass, 1985). Positive effects are likely 
due to feelings of safety, comfort, and support (Dotan, 2007; Sias & Cahill, 1998); norms of 
coordination and cooperation (Krackhardt & Stern, 1988); and a sense of belonging (Baumeister 
& Leary, 1995). These effects are the same ones associated with high levels of social capital 
(Kwon & Adler, 2014). Similar positive effects of friendships have been associated with group 
performance (e.g., Mehra, Dixon, Brass, & Robertson, 2006) and organizational performance 
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(e.g., Ingram & Roberts, 2000). We, therefore, expect that the positive effects of socially focused 
ties outweigh the negative ones. Consistent with existing research that does not differentiate 
uniplex socially focused ties from multiplex ones, we hypothesize: 
H2: The number of socially focused relationships in an individual’s workplace network is 
positively related to that individual’s performance. 
 
Multiplexity in Work Relationships 
Relationships may be more complex than the above hypotheses suggest, however. A 
burgeoning stream of research has directed attention to workplace multiplexity with an explicit 
focus on the determinants and consequences of relationships formed from the overlap of 
networks. For instance, Lee & Lee (2015) examined determinants of overlap in creative 
interaction ties and knowledge, advice and friendship ties. Similarly, Lee & Monge (2011) 
identified determinants of overlapping implementation networks and knowledge-sharing 
networks in interorganizational relationships. Others investigated job performance consequences 
of overlaps of formal and informal networks (Gonzalez et al., 2014; Soda & Zaheer, 2012). 
While the study of multiplexity in workplace networks has advanced, research in the overlap of 
work and social networks remains oversimplified. For instance, in the above studies, work and 
social relationships were either combined to create a single network (e.g., Gonzalez et al., 2014) 
or assumed to be distinct. The study of performance consequences associated with overlapping 
work and social networks remains largely theoretical (Ingram & Zou, 2008; Kuwabara et al., 
2010; LePine et al., 2012), with limited empirical investigation of multiplex ties (Methot et al., 
2015). We contribute to this stream of research by empirically examining whether multiplex 
relationships that combine work-focused and socially focused discussions have a different 
association with performance than ties that do not explicitly combine these two elements. We 
attribute this potential difference to social capital. 
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Social Capital in Multiplex Relationships 
The term ‘social capital’ has varied interpretations. Most interpretations stem either from 
Burt’s (1992) perspective of individual competitive advantage derived from the potential use of 
information obtained through brokering relationships (i.e., structural holes in networks); or from 
Coleman’s (1988) perspective of the “resource for action” (p. 95) that “exists in the relations 
among persons” (p. 100-101) due to cohesive relationships (i.e., closure in networks). Portes 
(1998, p. 6) noted commonality in the two perspectives, in that both point to “the ability of actors 
to secure benefits by virtue of membership in social networks or other social structures.” Adler & 
Kwon (1992) ascribe this ability to “the goodwill that others have toward us” (p. 18). That is, 
social capital provides a motivation for resource exchange due to relational attributes including 
norms and trust (Kwon & Adler, 2014), characteristics that mobilize cooperation (McEvily, 
Perrone, & Zaheer, 2003). These attributes are likely more pervasive in socially focused 
relationships than work-focused ones. Consistent with Coleman (1988), we theorize that the 
cooperative benefits of social relationships formed for non-work related purposes will facilitate 
the flow of valuable work-focused knowledge in multiplex relationships, increasing job 
performance. However, there may be limits to the benefits of goodwill; too much may be 
detrimental to job performance.  
Benefits of multiplex ties. The social dimension of multiplex relationships may enhance 
the social capital generally associated with work-focused network centrality due to the trust 
shared in these types of relationships (Adler & Kwon, 2002; Methot et al., 2015). The sharing of 
personal, nonwork information, which is not shared in uniplex work-focused ties, may increase 
perceptions of trustworthiness and promote cooperation, because this personal knowledge may 
surface non-work-related similarities (Levin, Whitener, & Cross, 2006), be perceived as an act of 
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good faith (Paese, Schreiber, & Taylor, 2003) and establish a comfortable environment for 
colleagues to share knowledge. The normative standards of multiplex relationships also signal a 
lower chance that others will be opportunistic (Brass, Butterfield, & Skaggs, 1998), inducing 
people to share higher quality or privileged information, even when they might be better off 
concealing it (Albrecht & Adelman, 1987). 
Importantly, even a limited disclosure of nonwork information may generate the trust and 
goodwill needed to encourage cooperation and security (Albrecht & Hall, 1991). For instance, in 
negotiation research, Morris, Nadler, Kurtzberg, and Thompson (2002) found that previously 
unacquainted dyads of business school students who “schmoozed” (i.e., did “not discuss 
negotiable issues or business on the phone but merely [had] a brief social conversation”; p. 94) 
for only five minutes before negotiating over e-mail were likely to feel more positive, to 
cooperate more, to compete less, and to have better work relationships than those who did not 
schmooze. Similarly, Nadler (2004) found that students who engaged in small talk prior to an e-
mail negotiation were over four times more likely to reach an agreement for the purchase of a car 
than negotiators who did not engage in small talk. In these studies, the goodwill produced by 
non-work-related small talk differentiated the two negotiating groups, suggesting that the 
nonwork, socially focused discussions in multiplex relationships should increase goodwill by 
encouraging exchanges of higher quality information.  
In addition to higher quality information, higher quantities of information may flow 
through multiplex ties than uniplex ones (Lazega & Pattison, 1999). Individuals may reciprocate 
not only with information and admiration, as in uniplex work-focused ties, but also with gossip, 
personal information, social support, and feedback (Blau, 1964; Kram & Isabella, 1985). The 
availability of many more resources may also reduce the relational risk associated with sharing 
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sensitive information. For example, employees in Cross and Sproull’s (2004) study of a large 
accounting firm described how their nonwork discussions promoted feelings of safety, allowing 
them to creatively explore problems, ask “dumb” questions, and identify similarities. These 
employees identified their most valuable, productive relationships as those that included non-
work-related discussions. Because people feel comfort in their multiplex ties, they may prioritize 
interactions with these relational partners (McAllister, 1995). Overall, because the inclusion of 
social relationships should enhance the social capital and the inclusion of work relationships 
should enhance the instrumental value in comparison to uniplex ties, those whose networks have 
more multiplex ties should perform better.  
Constraints of multiplex ties. All relationships are costly because people have a finite 
amount of time to allocate to communication and information exchange (Krackhardt, 1994; 
Hansen, Podolny, & Pfeffer, 2001). When this time has been used, any additional time and 
attention devoted to relationships draws away from essential work activities (Latour & Woolgar, 
1979). Multiplex ties may have higher costs of lost work time and attention than uniplex work-
focused ties due to the greater relational maintenance costs associated with higher social capital 
(Adler & Kwon, 2002) and the psychological strain associated with multiplex ties. Thus, an 
excess of these relationships may generate diminishing marginal returns to performance. As we 
noted, coworkers who discuss both work and nonwork topics tend to interact more than those 
who discuss only one type of topic (Albrecht & Ropp, 1984; Haythornthwaite & Wellman, 1998; 
Sias & Cahill, 1998). Accordingly, individuals’ multiplex interactions may be more prolonged 
than those in which they discuss only one element. Further, people may be uncomfortable 
reducing the time they devote to multiplex relationships because even when time is limited and 
needs to be directed toward work duties, individuals may adhere to normative expectations for 
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involvement (Festinger, Schachter, & Back, 1950). 
Too many multiplex relationships may also reduce attention to work due to the 
psychological strain of mixed motives. Conflict may occur between work and social attributes of 
this relationship, including varied exchange resources (e.g., sociability vs. information) and 
contrasting norms of reciprocity or candor (Ingram & Zou, 2008). Also, blurring between the 
social and professional roles could create anxiety (Ashforth, Kreiner, & Fugate, 2000) and 
embarrassment (Gross & Stone, 1964; Valcour, 2002), which detracts from work activities. 
Thoits (1983) proposed a curvilinear association between role conflict and the individual’s well-
being, suggesting that while multiple roles may provide beneficial resources and status, after 
some optimal number, conflicting roles will decrease well-being due to high levels of stress. 
Such stress also likely draws attention away from work, hurting performance. Thus, to the extent 
that people play both work-focused and social roles in their multiplex relationships, there may be 
drawbacks to having too many of these relationships. 
Overall, the above suggests that multiplex relationships should facilitate the timely 
exchange of high-quality work-focused information, which has advantageous performance 
implications. However, the time and cognitive resources required to maintain numerous 
multiplex ties at some point may infringe on work, the cost of each additional relationship may 
exceed the additional marginal benefits of it. Therefore, we expect an inverse U-shaped 
relationship between the number of multiplex ties and performance. That is, people with too few 
multiplex ties may not gain enough benefits from the resources that come with these 
relationships, while those with too many may have excessive obligations in maintaining them. 
Thus: 
H3: The number of multiplex relationships in an individual’s workplace network is 
associated with that individual’s performance in an inverted U-shaped manner. 
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Uniplex relationships and performance. Uniplex work-focused and socially focused 
relationships likely present only instrumental or social information respectively. From a social 
capital perspective, the former should be marked by limited goodwill, while the latter should be 
marked by a preponderance of it. In both cases, the performance implications should be 
attenuated from those we hypothesized in H1 and H2, because we have removed the effects of 
multiplex relationships. That is, with limited goodwill in uniplex work-focused networks, people 
likely receive information that is lower in quality or quantity than when higher levels of goodwill 
are available in multiplex ties. Similarly, with the considerable goodwill in uniplex socially 
focused relationships, people may exchange support but may not exchange the work-focused 
information that is associated with performance effects. Therefore, we do not expect a significant 
association between uniplex work-focused and uniplex socially focused ties and performance.  
Method 
We tested our hypotheses in two studies. The first study is a cross-sectional network 
analysis in a specialty bank. The second is a longitudinal study of middle managers enrolled in a 
part-time master of business administration (MBA) program that investigates robustness 
concerns in performance measurement, social relationship strength and causality.  
Study 1 
Participants in the first study were employees in an international corporate bank that 
provides financing for investment and equity funds, corporations, and other financial institutions. 
We examined the largest legal entity in the Nordic branch, encompassing various types of 
specialist financing functions, primarily for large companies. The majority of the employees are 
highly specialized bankers (who manage key accounts with corporate clients) and product 
specialists (who develop and refine the products and services offered to the clients), suggesting 
EXAMINING THE OVERLAP                                                                                           13 
their job performance may benefit from collegial interactions. 
Employees were contacted by their department heads via e-mail and asked to fill out an 
online questionnaire. The survey used a whole-network roster method, in which individuals 
indicated whether or not a tie existed with each colleague in the whole network (Marsden, 1990). 
This type of survey is common in network studies, because it provides a reliable view of 
interaction (Kashy & Kenny, 1990). The survey was completed in Danish and translated to 
English.  
Of the 216 employees in the entity, 204 (94%) responded to the survey. We used all 204 
respondents (who had an average age of 42 years, an average tenure of 7 years and were two-
thirds male) to generate the network variables. The company did not provide performance ratings 
for 48 administrative and back-office employees; thus, we retained 156 for our performance 
analysis. Respondents were distributed across three ranks: department heads (13.1%), group 
heads (7.4%), and nonmanagers (79.4%). 
Measures 
Dependent variable. The organization was unable to provide access to the detailed 
formal performance records of their employees; however, the two highest ranking managers 
were allowed to provide quantified evaluations of the employees with whom they were most 
familiar. These two managers handled the day-to-day management of the division, had access to 
the formal qualitative performance ratings for all employees, and had recently finalized 
distributing the yearly bonuses at the time of the analysis. The managers agreed to share ratings 
of individual performance on three levels (1 = below average, 2 = average, 3 = above average). 
Ratings are the most common method of performance measurement and are generally estimated 
by supervisors (Mitchell & Daniels, 2002). Although more comprehensive ratings would be 
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ideal, such three-level performance ratings are used frequently in other field-based network 
research (Burt, 2004, 2007). 
The two managers both provided three-level performance ratings for 40 of these 
employees, with 70% agreement. The association between the managers’ ratings was assessed 
using Kendall’s tau-b, which is appropriate for ordinal ranking data that include tied ranks. Here, 
Kendall’s tau-b is positive and statistically significant, indicating that we can reject the null 
hypothesis that these ratings are statistically independent (b = .45, p < .01). Indeed, when 
supervisors did not agree on the rating level, they differed by only one level (1 vs. 2, or 2 vs. 3). 
To deal with such cases of disagreement empirically, we considered creating a five-level ordinal 
performance variable by averaging the ratings when managers disagreed, creating 1.5 and 2.5 
categories. However, the small number of observations in these two categories resulted in a 
violation of the parallel regression assumption, which requires a uniform relationship between 
each pair of outcome groups in ordinal logistic regression (Long & Freese, 2001). Therefore, we 
collapsed categories by categorizing cases of disagreement in the higher of the two ranked 
categories. This produced a roughly normal distribution across the three performance categories: 
20 were below average, 96 were average, and 38 were above average. To ensure robustness, we 
conducted sensitivity tests by categorizing cases of disagreement in the lower of the two ranked 
categories; the results were unchanged. 
Independent variables. To assess work-focused discussion, we asked, “With whom do 
you, on at least a weekly basis, discuss work-related issues?” We elicited information about 
social, non-work-related discussion by asking,
 “With whom do you, on at least a weekly basis, 
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discuss non-work-related issues?”1 Because both work-related and non-work-related associations 
were elicited in a single survey, we expected these to be differentiated by the respondent. We 
collected dichotomous responses, because the organization had survey fatigue concerns. Thus, 
the responses to each question are dichotomous: 1 = a relationship present, and 0 = lack of a 
relationship. 
Whole networks (using responses from all 204 respondents) were used to calculate the 
number of relationships in which people were involved (i.e., their indegree centrality). We used a 
count of the number of people who indicated a relationship with the focal individual to limit the 
bias associated with self-reports. This method incorporates responses from all members of the 
network (Sparrowe et al., 2001). The two highest ranking supervisors who provided ratings 
chose to exclude themselves from the network rosters. We measured ties in the overall work-
focused network, work-focused centrality (H1), as a count of the total number of people who 
indicated any work discussions with the focal individual (i.e., the sum of the uniplex work-
focused ties and the multiplex ties measures used in our study). We measured ties in the overall 
socially focused network (H2), socially focused centrality, as the total number of people who 
indicated any socially focused relation with the focal individual (i.e., the count of uniplex 
socially focused ties and multiplex ties). The tables refer to work-focused as “WF” and socially 
focused as “SF.” 
To control for uniplex work-focused centrality, we counted the number of people who 
reported work discussions but no nonwork discussions with the focal individual (i.e., answered in 
                                                 
1
 We used the term non-work-related because our theorizing is focused on communication flows 
rather than relational states, and we had translation difficulties with the words friendship and 
social. 
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the affirmative for work relationship, and null for nonwork relationship). Uniplex socially 
focused centrality is measured as the number of people who reported nonwork discussions but no 
work discussions with the focal individual.  
To measure multiplex centrality, we counted the number of people who reported both 
work and nonwork discussions with the focal individual. We assessed our H3, that an inverted 
U-shaped relationship exists between the number of multiplex ties and performance, by 
including a squared multiplex variable (to test curvilinear effects) along with a first order one (to 
control for linear effects). Our multiplex centrality variables are mean centered, which is 
recommended to avoid multicollinearity when variables of different powers (i.e., linear and 
squared terms) are entered into the same model (Dawson, 2014). With the linear term in the 
model, we expect the squared multiplex variable to be negative in our analysis, indicating an 
inverse U-shaped relationship between the independent and dependent variable. 
Demographic control variables. We accounted for hierarchical rank because people 
may have different patterns of relationships with their coworkers depending on their rank in the 
organization (Lin, 1992). We dichotomized the rank variable into managerial (21%; coded 1) and 
nonmanagerial (79%). We accounted for the number of years the individual had worked in this 
organization (“tenure”), because people develop more social relationships as their time working 
within an organization increases (Mehra et al., 2001). We also accounted for age, because it may 
influence performance ratings (Rhodes, 1983) and gender (coded 0 for males and 1 for females). 
We controlled for the number of people in each individual’s department, because this may affect 
opportunities for relational development (“department count”). 
Network control variables. We also controlled for the structure of an individual's 
network. Research suggests that when many members of a network are connected to each other, 
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forming a closed or dense network, focal individuals will receive similar or redundant 
information from their contacts (Burt, 1992). In this case, people may be less likely to search for 
and internalize new or different ideas (Adler & Kwon, 2002). Conversely, closed structures may 
promote trust and reputation that enables implementation of good ideas and therefore benefit 
performance (Burt, 2005). Thus, we controlled for the possibility that network structures may be 
an alternative explanation for the association between multiplex relationships and performance. 
We used Burt's (1992) measure of network redundancy as a measure of the extent to which an 
individual has a closed network. We used UCINET 6 (Borgatti, Everett, & Freeman, 2002) to 
calculate the redundancy values, using the incoming relationships (Burt, 1992). The network 
redundancy measure counts the number of contacts with whom the focal individual is connected, 
subtracts the average number of ties that each contact has to the other contacts, and then divides 
this overall value by the total number of the focal individual’s contacts. This indicates the 
proportion of an individuals’ relationships that are non-redundant (Hanneman & Riddle, 2005). 
In cases where people had no connections, this variable would be undefined. To retain these 
observations, we set the value to .0001. The results are unchanged if we remove these 
observations from the analysis. 
In tests of H1 and H2, we calculated redundancy in the overall work-focused network and 
the overall socially focused network respectively. In the remaining models, we included separate 
measures of redundancy for the uniplex socially focused relationships, uniplex work-focused 
relationships, and multiplex relationships. We first created networks that included only these 
relationships. Then, we submitted the three networks to UCINET and calculated a measure of 
network redundancy for each individual.  
Results 
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Table 1 contains descriptive statistics. On average, individuals were sought out by 14 
others for work-focused relationships (M = 14.04, SD = 7.44) and nine others for socially 
focused relationships (M = 9.29, SD = 3.89). In the deconstructed networks, on average, people 
were sought out by nine colleagues for uniplex work-focused ties (M = 8.83, SD = 6.02), by four 
colleagues for uniplex socially focused ones (M = 4.08, SD = 2.47), and by five colleagues for 
multiplex relationships (M = 5.21, SD = 2.68). This pattern generally follows that found in 
previous research (e.g., Albrecht & Ropp, 1984). 
———————————————————————— 
Insert Table 1 about here 
———————————————————————— 
 
Data were analyzed using ordinal logistic regression, assessing the likelihood that an 
individual would be categorized in the highest performance-rating category versus the lower 
ones. All analyses are robust to the parallel regression assumption, which requires a uniform 
relationship between each pair of outcome groups. We report our results in Table 2. In Table 2a, 
we examine our first two hypotheses. Model 1 of Table 2a reports the effects of our control 
variables alone. People higher in the managerial hierarchy (B = 2.16, p < .01) and younger 
individuals were more likely to be rated as high performers (B = −.07, p < .01). We found no 
significant effects of our other control variables. We tested H1 and H2 based on the separated 
network method used in extant research by examining how ties in the work-focused network and 
ties in the socially focused network are associated with performance without distinguishing any 
overlapping multiplex relationships (Ingram & Zou, 2008). In Model 2, consistent with previous 
research on work-focused networks, we find a positive significant linear effect of overall work 
ties with performance, controlling for work-focused redundancy (B = .06; p < .05). In Model 3, 
we also find a positive significant linear effect of overall socially focused ties (B = .11, p < .05). 
EXAMINING THE OVERLAP                                                                                           19 
Thus, we find support for H1 and H2. For robustness, we examined quadratic effects and found 
no significant results (not shown). Because the data are consistent with previous research, we 
then deconstructed this overall network into the relational components to examine H3. 
———————————————————————— 
Insert Table 2 about here 
———————————————————————— 
 
Model 1 of Table 2b includes the controls, including the three network redundancy 
values. Again, only level and age were significant (Blevel = 2.16, p < .01; Bage = −.08, p < .01). In 
Model 2, we entered the linear term of uniplex work-focused centrality and found a marginal 
positive effect (B = .06, p < .10). In Model 3 we found no significant effect of uniplex socially 
focused centrality (B = .10, ns). In Model 4, we enter the mean-centered linear multiplex term 
and found a marginal effect of multiplex centrality (B = .14, p < .10). Model 5 tests H3 by 
examining whether multiplex relationships have an inverted U-shaped association with 
performance by including the squared (quadratic) term. Results indicate a positive and 
significant linear term (B = .26, p < .01), and negative and significant squared term (B = −.06, p 
< .01). These results indicate an inverted U-shaped relationship between the number of multiplex 
ties and performance. These effects persist in the full model, Model 6. To confirm the quadratic 
effect we plotted the relationship in Figure 1. The likelihood of being rated as a high performer 
was maximized when individuals had approximately seven multiplex ties, which is 
approximately two more than the sample average; performance benefits started to decline when 
individuals had more than seven ties. Overall, we find support for H3, that there is an inverted U-
shaped relationship between the number of multiplex ties and performance. In post hoc tests, we 
find that the squared uniplex socially focused and uniplex work-focused tie variables are not 
significant (data available on request from the authors).  
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———————————————————————— 
Insert Figure 1 about here 
———————————————————————— 
 
Study 2 
We conducted a second study to address the limitations and robustness of Study 1 in 
examining deconstructed networks. In particular, we examined individuals’ performance at two 
points—before and after the social network data were collected—to strengthen our causal 
inference and address endogeneity concerns. Each of the performance measures in this sample is 
continuous, rather than ordinal, so we can evaluate whether our results hold with a less 
constrained performance measure than in Study 1. Finally, we measured the nonwork network 
based on a relational state, defined as friendship, to introduce the nuance of emotional closeness 
and assess the effects of tie strength in our analyses. 
Participants 
Of the 111 individuals sampled, 106 (95%) agreed to participate in the research. These 
middle managers were enrolled in two class sections of a part-time MBA program at a U.S. 
university and were all employed in U.S. organizations. Their experience, education level, age, 
and outside pressures were likely comparable to others who work as middle managers. The 
sections included 40 and 66 participating students who had an average of 6 years of postgraduate 
work experience; 72% were male. 
Procedures 
We collected whole-network data within each section using web-based questionnaires. 
Although completion of the surveys was required for class curriculum, students had the option of 
including their responses in the research study. Questionnaires included a randomized list of 
every student in the individual’s section. In week 7 of the semester (hereafter, Time 2), we asked 
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two network questions that we used for our independent variables. The work-focused network 
question asked respondents to indicate the frequency with which they approached others for help 
and advice on classwork-related matters (Sparrowe et al., 2001) on a scale of 1 (never), 2 (once 
or twice), 3 (once a week), or 4 (many times a week). We examined the socially focused network 
based on a relational state (Krackhardt & Stern, 1988); respondents were asked to indicate their 
social relationships with others in the section on a scale of 1 (do not know), 2 (acquaintance), 3 
(know well), or 4 (close friend). To limit ambiguity, we defined close friends as “people with 
whom you frequently discuss personal matters, non-class-related.”  
We then dichotomized individuals’ network responses, such that responses of 1 and 2 
were coded 0, and responses of 3 and 4 were coded 1. We did so for two reasons. First, we 
wanted to maintain consistency with Study 1 by including only relationships that involved 
work/task exchanges at least once a week. Second, respondents commented after the survey that 
they had difficulty differentiating between the highest two categories (know well and close 
friend), but very easily distinguished between Categories 2 and 3 (acquaintance and know well), 
which indicated that the higher two categories were affectively similar. The university 
admissions office provided information on gender and work experience. 
Measures 
Dependent variable. We measured individual performance twice. At Time 1, we 
measured individual performance as the average of two individual assignments (case write-ups 
worth 34% of the final grade) that were completed prior to when we administered the network 
survey. We measured individual performance again 4 weeks after the network survey was 
collected (Time 3), based on a final exam that included a case write-up and short essay questions 
worth 25% of the final grade. Thus, Time 3 performance is our dependent variable, while we 
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control for Performance–Time 1. Grading was completed by two teaching assistants blind to the 
study hypotheses. 
Independent variables. We used the same methods as in Study 1 for these variables. 
Control variables. We controlled for gender (coded 0 for males). We also controlled for 
work experience, since those with more work experience might perform better in these 
organizational behavior classes; for section, since there could be differences in teaching between 
professors; and for redundancy of network ties, which we calculated in the same way as in Study 
1 and imputed at .0001 when values were missing. Finally, we controlled for cognitive ability, 
since there is an established association between cognitive ability and educational performance 
or grades (Ree & Earles, 1991), using the respondents’ Graduate Management Admissions Test 
scores as a proxy (Baldwin et al., 1997).  
Results 
Table 3 contains descriptive statistics. Overall, people were sought out for work-focused 
discussions by approximately five others (M = 4.99; SD = 1.95), and for socially focused 
discussions by approximately 11 others (M = 10.95; SD = 4.27). Social relationships were much 
more common in this context than in the bank context in our first study. When we deconstructed 
the networks, we found that approximately one relationship was uniplex work-focused (M = .79, 
SD = 0.91), seven were uniplex socially focused (M = 6.75, SD = 3.56), and four were multiplex 
(M = 4.20, SD = 1.83). Thus, this sample had fewer uniplex work-focused relationships and more 
uniplex socially focused relationships than the bank sample. This difference between samples 
lets us test the generalizability of our findings. 
———————————————————- 
Insert Table 3 about Here 
———————————————————- 
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In Model 1 of Table 4a, we regress Time 3 performance on our controls. Time 1 
performance (B = .72, p < .01), gender (B = 1.21, p < .01), section (B = 1.30, p < .05) and 
cognitive ability (B = .01, p < .01) have positive and significant effects. Model 2 includes the 
overall work-focused redundancy and centrality variables and results indicate no significant 
effects of work-focused centrality (B = .02, ns). In Model 3, we entered the overall socially 
focused redundancy and centrality variables and find significant, positive effects of socially 
focused relationships (B = .11, p < .05). Thus, the more socially focused relationships people 
maintained, the higher their performance.  
We turn to our deconstructed network effects to test H3. In Model 1 of Table 4b, we test 
the effects of our control variables. In addition to performance, gender, section and cognitive 
ability, results indicated that redundancy in multiplex relationships has a positive effect on 
performance (B = 2.17, p < .05). Model 2 includes our uniplex work-focused variable and 
resulted in no significant effects (B = −.44, ns). In Model 3, we tested the effects of uniplex 
socially focused centrality and find a significant, positive association with performance (B = .11, 
p < .05). We found no significant effects of our linear multiplex centrality variable in Model 4 (B 
= .12, ns). Importantly, however, we do find that the squared multiplex centrality variable is 
negatively and significantly associated with performance as shown in Model 5 (B = −.09, p < 
.05). These effects persist in the full model. When we include both uniplex socially focused ties 
and multiplex ties in Model 6 (B = −0.09, p < .05), however, only the multiplex ties have a 
significant association with performance. Additionally, we are able to rule out the alternative 
explanation that the association between network variables and performance may be a result of 
cognitive ability. Our analysis shows that network relationships explain variance in performance, 
even after controlling for the effects of cognitive ability based on GMAT scores.  
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We checked our results for their sensitivity to our uniplex work-focused redundancy 
variable, since 50% of our sample did not report uniplex work-focused ties. Removing this 
variable did not change our results. Also, we did not find curvilinear effects of uniplex work-
focused and uniplex socially focused relationships. Graphing these effects in Figure 2 displays an 
inverted U-shaped curve, with a maximized value at approximately five relationships; thus, we 
find support for H3 in this study also.  
——————————————————— 
Insert Table 4 and Figure 2 about Here 
———————————————————— 
 
Overall Discussion 
The predominant perspective in network literature attributes performance benefits to 
work-focused discussions. Our results suggest this perspective may be overly simplistic. In 
particular, we found that work-focused ties only affect performance in conjunction with socially 
focused ones (i.e., as multiplex ties), not in isolation (i.e., as uniplex work-focused relationships). 
In a large financial institution and in MBA cohorts, high performance was most likely when 
people had a moderate number of multiplex relationships, indicating an inverted U-shaped 
association between performance and multiplex ties (i.e., too few or too many of these 
relationships decreased the likelihood of high performance).  
Our results contribute to the ongoing dialogue of social capital in three ways. First, it is 
well known that social capital (i.e., goodwill (Adler & Kwon, 2002)) exists to differing degrees 
in relationships. Nonetheless, in practice scholars often presume that social capital motivates 
resource exchange similarly among all types of relationships in a given network. The different 
results obtained when we examined networks composed of both uniplex and multiplex 
relationships (H1 and H2) and when we disaggregated networks to identify multiplexity (H3), 
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indicate that this presumption may be theoretically problematic and lead to erroneous 
conclusions. Second, our results indicate that goodwill, which is more pronounced in socially 
focused ties, is necessary, but not necessarily sufficient, for job performance benefits. Work ties 
affect job performance only in the presence of the goodwill-laden social dimension; social ties 
affect job performance only if they have a work dimension. Third, very few studies have 
considered the curvilinear effects associated with social capital (Payne, Moore, Giffis & Autry, 
2011). Our two studies showed that neither too few nor too many multiplex relationships is ideal. 
Because we have attributed the effects of multiplex ties to the goodwill in relationships, our 
finding suggests a boundary condition to the assumption of social capital as beneficial to job 
performance. Too many relationships laden by both goodwill and instrumental dimensions could 
draw time and cognitive resources from other work interests. Overall, as research of networks 
and performance continues to proliferate, our findings show a clear need for increased scholarly 
attention to multiplexity in relationships. 
Uniplex work-focused ties were not significantly associated with performance in either 
study. We anticipated an attenuated effect compared to past, undifferentiated network research 
(e.g., Baldwin et al., 1997; Kilduff & Krackhardt, 1994; Roberts & O’Reilly, 1979; Sparrowe et 
al., 2001;Yang & Tang, 2003), and it may be that the quality and quantity of information 
exchanged through these uniplex ties is simply not valuable enough to enhance performance 
without the necessary goodwill that flows through socially focused relationships, especially in 
the competitive environment of banking. In the classroom, any information that is not tacit would 
likely be available to everyone equally from the professor or assigned readings. Here, uniplex 
work-focused relationships likely do not provide any novel information. Because these 
relationships presumably do not enhance individuals’ information base and cost little time and 
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energy to maintain, they are unlikely to positively or negatively influence performance. 
Uniplex socially focused relationships, where only non-work-related matters are 
discussed, may benefit performance through social support and feelings of belongingness, but 
without the presence of a work component, the benefit is weak. The effects were marginally 
significant in the full model of our MBA sample and non-significant in our bank sample. There 
are at least two explanations for the difference in effects of these relationships between the 
studies. First, it is possible that the close friendships (defined by relational state) in the second 
study were qualitatively different relationships from the relationships in Study 1 that are based 
on discussing nonwork issues at least once a week. The difference in empirical effects might 
suggest that affectively closer ties (Granovetter, 1973) are more important for performance 
benefits. Alternatively, it is possible that the relationships were qualitatively similar and that 
contextual differences explain the effects. In the MBA cohorts, knowledge sharing may have 
occurred through these nonwork relationships even when people did not seek it out actively. 
Unlike the bank sample, all of the MBA respondents faced an identical task environment, thus, 
information sharing may have occurred with less agency.  
The distinctive effects of multiplex relationships and uniplex socially focused 
relationships in Study 2 suggest an important implication for definitions of strong and weak ties 
(Granovetter, 1973). Even when both relationships included potentially strong, emotionally close 
friendship components that engender social capital, the performance effects differed. Thus, 
simply classifying both of these relationships as “strong,” without regard to the multiplexity in 
combined relationships, may obscure their performance consequences. This suggests a need for 
greater care when defining multiplex relationships and uniplex social relationships as equivalent, 
echoing Methot et al.’s (2015) findings. 
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Implications for managers and employees 
A greater awareness of how individuals can shape their own networks and how this can 
be supported by organizations has been emerging recently (Cross & Thomas, 2011). Our 
findings indicate that it is not enough for people to increase the number of people with whom 
they discuss work in the hope of improving individual performance; they must also establish a 
nonwork component to these relationships. More precisely, the development of a manageable 
number of multiplex work ties may be a better goal. In the same vein, managers should consider 
socially focused ties to be the lubricant that improves the flow of work information within an 
organization. For instance, as organizations have adopted technological advances that allow 
work teams to share information across regional boundaries, we highlight the need for active 
encouragement of multiplex tie formation.  
Future Research Directions 
Our study raises several questions for future research. Theoretically, it is likely that while 
multiplex relationships are resource intensive (e.g., time, energy and cognitive effort) and, thus, 
lead to a curvilinear association with performance, uniplex relationships may be less costly. 
When we do not distinguish uniplex and multiplex relationships, as in H1 & H2, we find positive 
linear effects rather than curvilinear ones. We propose that uniplex ties are both less beneficial 
and less costly than multiplex ties. The accumulation of uniplex ties can continue only to some 
finite point, because people also need time and cognitive resources to complete other work 
duties. However, for these uniplex relationships, that point may very well be beyond the bounds 
of the number of relationships people tend to identify in workplace studies. This is an important 
empirical question, however, and one worthy of future research, especially in light of the 
differences we have suggested in uniplex and multiplex ties. 
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Additionally, because people have limited time to allocate to workplace relationships, 
how should they combine their relationships in a way that will most benefit their performance? 
We expect individual performance will be maximized when people balance their ties depending 
on the tasks that must be performed and the collaboration that is required and rewarded in their 
positions. For instance, the MBA sections we studied may be more similar to smaller firms 
marked by high levels of social cohesion than to large banks. There may be more of a need to 
focus on adding instrumental components to relationships. These effects would best be studied 
with a longitudinal look at ties and job performance in different firms. 
Questions remain as to whether multiplexity in workplace relationships explains other 
outcomes that have been associated with network advantages, including satisfaction (Flap & 
Völker, 2001; Ibarra & Andrews, 1993), career mobility (Podolny & Baron, 1997), turnover 
(Krackhardt & Porter, 1985), and innovation (Burt, 2004). Such consideration may be 
particularly interesting in the context of network evolution, because the effects of multiplex 
relationships may depend on whether the tie began as work-focused or socially focused. 
Similarly, multiplexity may constrain the dissolution or decay of relationships (Burt, 2002) or 
allow greater value even when they are dormant (Levin, Walter, & Murnighan, 2011). 
We have theorized the mechanisms of information flow, psychological effects, and 
maintenance obligations that underlie the distinct effects of these untangled network 
relationships. Future research is needed to confirm these mechanisms—for instance, by 
measuring the quality, quantity, and differentiation of information flowing in different types of 
relationships. We expect more and superior information flows through multiplex ties, as we 
described in our third hypothesis. These mechanisms may be affected by individual differences, 
which play a significant part in the types of relationships people accumulate and in how they 
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utilize the information they learn. For instance, self-monitors may be able to develop affection 
and manage multiplex relationships better than others, leading to advantageous career 
consequences (Šašovová, Mehra, Borgatti, & Schippers, 2010).  
Limitations 
Ideally we would have collected network and performance data across many types and 
sizes of organizations. However, because we tested our hypotheses in very different samples, the 
consistency in our multiplexity results suggests that the performance effects of multiplex 
relationships may be generalizable to other organizations, with some caution. Also, although our 
classroom data allow us to test our models using an objective measure of performance, our 
performance measure in the financial institution was more subjective. We could not use objective 
or pre-existing measures of job performance, but rather relied on managers’ ratings at the time of 
survey. Performance ratings may be skewed toward managers’ recollection or perception or 
influenced by affect (Sutton, Baldwin, Wood, & Hoffman, 2013). Additionally, despite the 
attention given to work-focused and social interactions, negative interactions also affect resource 
access by limiting the transfer of information (Labianca & Brass, 2006) and social support. The 
exclusion of these negative relationships in the present studies may mask some relational 
influences on performance. Unfortunately, including relationships in a negative network and any 
relationships created by the overlap between a negative network and the two positive networks 
was outside the bounds of our study. Studying multiplex ties that include a negative component 
would be a fruitful avenue for future work. For instance, Shah et al. (2015) found the 
performance benefits of providing problem-solving help to colleagues did not persist when 
venting was included in multiplex ties. Our work provides an initial look into the effect of one 
type of multiplex tie on individuals’ performance. 
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Conclusion 
Our research suggests that network literature may benefit from greater specificity on 
relational content and more attention to the consequences of overlapping networks, due to the 
presence of multiplex ties. In practice, our work identifies the importance of facilitating a 
socially focused dimension in workplace relationships in conjunction with work-focused 
dimensions. We can only truly appreciate the effects of intraorganizational networks when we 
recognize that people simultaneously maintain many types of relationships with their coworkers; 
together, all types influence the way people work. 
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Table 1 
            Descriptive Statistics of Variables in the Financial Institution 
         Variable Mean S.D. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  
1  Performance 2.12 0.6 
          
2  Gender 0.34 0.48 .01 
         
3  Level 0.21 0.41 .29** -.21** 
        
4  Tenure 5.73 6.18 -.11 .10 .20** 
       
5  Age 
40.88 9.77 
-
.22** 
.06 .25** .51** 
      
6  Department Count 17.66 12.1 -.02 -.20** -.08 -.01 -.04 
     
7  WF Redundancy 0.6 0.14 .17* -.17* .34** .15* .14* .10 
    
8  SF Redundancy 0.55 0.15 .12 -.07 .18* .21** 0.13+ .00 .34** 
   
9  
WF Centrality 
(H1) 
14.04 7.44 .23** -.16* .39** .36** .23** .23** .51** .31** 
  
10  SF Centrality (H2) 9.29 3.89 .15+ -.04 .06 .20** .12+ .35** .21** .26** .49** 
 
11  
Uniplex WF 
Redundancy 
0.76 0.15 .04 .12+ .04 .04 .15* .05 .21** -.07 .12 .09 
12  
Uniplex SF 
Redundancy 
0.75 0.23 -.01 -.10 -.02 .12+ .03 .13+ .03 .24** .20** .14+ 
13  
Multiplex 
Redundancy 
0.58 0.21 .10 -.10 .17* .13+ .15* .14* .47** .46** .29** .21** 
14  
Uniplex WF 
Centrality 
8.83 6.02 .22* -.10 .42** .37** .23** .12+ .53** .33** .94** .27** 
15  
Uniplex SF 
Centrality 
4.08 2.47 .06 .18* -.07 .11 .08 .16* .08 .29** .06 .73** 
16  
Multiplex 
Centrality (H3) 
5.21 2.68 .15+ -.22** .15* .18* .11 .36** .23** .11 .66** .78** 
                 11  12  13  14  15  
       
12  
Uniplex SF 
Redundancy 
-.05 
    
       13  Multiplex -.02 .04 
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Redundancy 
14  
Uniplex WF 
Centrality 
.08 .18* .27** 
  
       
15  
Uniplex SF 
Centrality 
.00 .05 .13+ .02 
 
       
16  
Multiplex 
Centrality (H3) 
0.14+ .15* .19* 0.37** .14+ 
       
              Note:  WF = Work-focused; SF = Socially focused; n = 156 
         +p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01 
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Table 2 
            Ordinal Logistic Regressions of Individual Performance in the Financial Institution 
      
             Table 2a: Tests of Overall Work-focused and Socially Focused Network Centrality (H1 
& H2)        
      
Variable 
Model 
1 
SE 
Model 
2 
SE 
Model 
3 
SE 
      Gender 0.57 0.38 0.58 0.38 0.56 0.38 
      Level 2.16** 0.45 1.75** 0.48 2.24** 0.47 
      Tenure -0.02 0.03 -0.04 0.03 -0.03 0.03 
      Age -0.07** 0.02 -0.07** 0.02 -0.08** 0.22 
      Department Count 0.00 0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.02 
      WF Redundancy 
  
0.91 1.69 
 
 
      WF Centrality (H1) 
  
0.06* 0.03 
        SF Redundancy 
    
1.78 1.22 
      SF Centrality (H2) 
    
0.11* 0.05 
      Likelihood Ratio 32.63** 
 
39.84** 
 
41.58** 
       Pseudo R2 0.1155  0.141  0.1472  
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Table 2b: Tests of Deconstructed Network Centrality (H3)  
Variable Model 
1 
SE Model 
2 
SE Model 
3 
SE Model 
4 
SE Model 
5 
SE Model 
6  
SE 
Gender 0.55 0.38 0.52 0.38 0.45 0.39 0.64 0.39 0.61 0.39 0.46 0.41 
Level 2.16** 0.46 1.86** 0.49 2.26** 0.47 2.11** 0.46 2.32** 0.48 2.12** 0.53 
Tenure -0.02 0.03 -0.03 0.03 -0.02 0.03 -0.03 0.03 -0.03 0.03 -0.04 0.03 
Age -0.08** 0.02 -0.08** 0.02 -0.08** 0.02 -0.08** 0.02 -0.08** 0.02 -.08* 0.02 
Department Count -.00 0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.02 -0.02 0.02 
WF Redundancy             
WF Centrality (H1)             
SF Redundancy             
SF Centrality (H2)             
Uniplex WF Redundancy 1.35 0.86 0.76 1.22 1.22 1.22 0.62 1.23 0.08 1.27 0.13 1.3 
Uniplex SF Redundancy 0.38 0.78 0.16 0.8 0.33 0.78 0.13 0.8 0.08 0.82 -0.07 0.83 
Multiplex Redundancy 1.02 1.2 1 0.89 1.22 0.88 1.12 0.87 1.3 0.89 0.96 0.9 
Uniplex WF Centrality   0.06+ 0.03       0.06 0.04 
Uniplex SF Centrality     0.1 0.07     0.10 0.07 
Multiplex Centrality        0.14+ 0.07 0.26** 0.08 .22** 0.08 
Squared Multiplex Centrality 
(H3) 
        -0.06** 0.02 -.06** 0.01 
Likelihood Ratio 36.13**  38.88**  38.18  40.00**  53.56**  57.11**  
Pseudo R2 0.1279   0.1376   0.1352   0.1416   0.1896   0.2022   
             
Note:  WF = Work-focused; SF = Socially focused; Multiplexity centrality variables are mean centered; 
n = 156. Standard errors in italics 
   + p < .10 ; *p < .05; **p < .01 
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Table 3 
            Descriptive Statistics of Variables in the MBA Cohorts 
         
               Variable Mean S.D. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  
1  Performance-Time 3 20.81 2.57 
         2  Peformance-Time 1 15.20 1.65 .68** 
        3  Gender 0.28 0.45 -.03 -.24* 
       4  Experience 77.46 40.2 .11 .18+ -.12 
      5  Section 1.62 0.49 .64** .81** -.25* .08 
     6  Cognitive Ability 682.26 51.99 .38** .34** -.32** .15 .31** 
    7  WF  Redundancy 0.68 0.16 -.07 -.07 .06 .11 .00 -.08 
   8  SF Redundancy 0.63 0.08 .22* .15 .04 .06 .28** .07 .23* 
  9  WF Centrality (H1) 4.99 1.95 .30** .38** -.07 .10 .39** .15 -.13 .15 
 10  SF Centrality (H2) 10.95 4.27 .46** .42** -.08 .07 .50** .11 .03 .53** .53** 
11  
Uniplex WF 
Redundancy 0.49 0.49 .09 .15 .08 .07 .24* .05 -.05 .15 .20* 
12  
Uniplex SF 
Redundancy 0.73 0.14 -.19+ -.24* .19+ -.28** -.35** -.10 -.23* .12 .02 
13  Multiplex Redundancy 0.73 0.19 .13 -.03 .00 .07 .03 -.04 .58** .18+ -.11 
14  Uniplex WF Centrality 0.79 0.91 .09 .21* .01 .11 .25* .10 .00 .05 .36** 
15  Uniplex SF Centrality 6.75 3.56 .40** .35** -.06 .06 .46** .08 .10 .57** .19+ 
16  
Multiplex Centrality 
(H3) 4.20 1.83 .28** .30** -.08 .06 .29** .11 -.14 .13 .89** 
             
               Variable 10  11  12  13  14  15  
     
11  
Uniplex WF 
Redundancy .04 
          
12  
Uniplex SF 
Redundancy -.08 .01 
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13  Multiplex Redundancy -.01 .03 -.24* 
        14  Uniplex WF Centrality .00 .78** -.02 .12 
       15  Uniplex SF Centrality .91** .13 -.12 .08 .06 
      
16  
Multiplex Centrality 
(H3) .57** -.18+ .04 -.18+ -.11 .17+ 
     Note:  WF = Work-focused; SF = Socially focused; n = 106 
        +p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01 
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Table 4 
            OLS Regression of Individual Performance (Time 3) in the 
MBA Cohorts 
         
             Table 4a: Tests of Overall Work-focused and Socially Focused Network Centrality  
(H1 & H2)  
      
      
  
Model 
1 SE 
Model 
2 SE 
Model 
3 SE 
      Peformance-Time 1 0.72** 0.19 0.70** 0.19 0.70** 0.19 
      Gender 1.21** 0.41 1.21** 0.42 1.18** 0.41 
      Experience 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
      Section 1.30* 0.62 1.32* 0.64 0.87 0.65 
      Cognitive Ability 0.01** 0.00 0.01** 0.00 0.01** 0.00 
      WF  Redundancy 
  
-0.46 1.11 
        WF Centrality (H1) 
  
0.02 0.10 
        SF Redundancy 
    
-0.72 
       SF Centrality (H2) 
    
0.11* 0.05 
      F 24.02** 
 
16.89** 
 
18.47** 
       Adj R2 0.52   0.51   0.54   
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Table 4b: Tests of Deconstructed Network Centrality (H3)  
  
Model 
1 SE 
Model 
2 SE 
Model 
3 SE 
Model 
4 SE 
Model 
5 SE 
Model 
6 SE 
Performance-Time 1 0.74** 0.19 0.76** 0.19 0.75** 0.18 0.72** 0.19 0.65** 0.19 0.68** 0.18 
Gender 1.27** 0.41 1.24** 0.41 1.24** 0.40 1.26** 0.41 1.10** 0.41 1.04* 0.40 
Experience 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Section 1.38* 0.66 1.35* 0.66 0.95 0.69 1.23+ 0.68 1.41* 0.67 1.02 0.69 
Cognitive Ability 0.01** 0.00 0.01** 0.00 0.01** 0.00 0.01** 0.00 0.01** 0.00 0.01** 0.00 
Uniplex WF Redundancy -0.43 0.37 0.21 0.57 -0.43 0.36 -0.31 0.38 -0.23 0.38 0.32 0.58 
Uniplex SF Redundancy 0.58 1.40 0.67 1.39 0.37 1.38 0.33 1.41 0.09 1.40 -0.01 1.38 
Multiplex Redundancy 2.17* 0.95 2.40* 0.96 2.02* 0.94 2.33* 0.96 2.53** 0.95 2.60** 0.95 
Uniplex WF Centrality 
  
-0.44 0.31 
      
-0.39 0.30 
Uniplex SF Centrality 
    
0.11* 0.05 
    
0.09+ 0.05 
Multiplex Centrality 
      
0.12 0.10 0.18+ 0.11 0.17 0.11 
Multiplex Centrality-squared 
(H3) 
        
-0.09* 0.04 -0.09* 0.04 
F 16.34 
 
14.92 
 
15.41 
 
14.70 
 
14.06 
 
12.62 
 Adj R2 0.57   0.58   0.59   0.58   0.60   0.62   
Note:  WF = Work-focused; SF = Socially focused; Multiplexity centrality variables are mean centered; 
      n = 106. Standard errors in italics 
            + p < .10 ; *p < .05; **p < .01 
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